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ABSTRACT 
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DROPOUTS AND TURNOVER: THE SYNTHESIS AND 
TEST OF A CAUSAL MODEL OP STUDENT ATTRITION 



ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this research is to investigate the determinants of 

student attrition in IHE's. A causal model was developed which 

N 

synthesized research findings on turnover in work organizations and 
on student attrition. Questionnaires were distributed to university 
freshmen (N=1171). The data was analyzed using multiple regression 
and path analysis. Findings indicate that female dropouts are not 
conmitted to the institution, did not do well in high school, do not 
belong to campus organizations, do not believe that a college education 
will 'lead to employment, perceive an opportunity to transfer, do not 
believe that education leads to sel f -development , do not find daily 
life at college repetitive, are not conmitted to getting bachelor's 
degrees, are not satisfied with being a st ident, know the social and 
academic rules of the institution, do not participate in decision making, 
do not feel that they are being treated fairly, and do not meet with 
staff and faculty members informally. The findings indicate that male 
dropouts are not conrcitted to the institution, do not have a high 
university GPA, are satisfied with being students, do not believe that 
education leads to self -development , find their lives repetitive, do not 
know the social and academic rules of the institution well, and may 
live with their parents. This study indicates that the theories mid 
determinants developed in research on turnover in work organist ion*; 
are useful in studies of student attrition. 
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Introduction 

Student attrition is widespread, and the rate of student attrition in most 
institutions of higher education (IHEs) is high and has remained high for more 
than cixty years. Summerskill (1962) reviewed 35 different studies of student 
attrition made between 1913 and 1962. He found that the median loss of students 
in four years was 50 percent, and concluded that the attrition rate had not changed^, 
appreciably between 1920 and 1962. Astin (1972), using a national sample, reported 
that 41.5 percent of the students enrolled in 1966 had not graduated and were not 
enrolled four years later. Iffert (1958) reported similar findings. in a survey 
of 147 institutions. Significant dropout rates have also been reported in Canada 
(Mehra, 1973) and Great Britain (Richling, 1971; Vaizey, 1971). 

Explaining the variation in student attrition has long been a major concern 
of the scholars associated with the field (Astin, 1975; Cope and Hanna, 1975; 
Heywood, 1971; Knoell, 1960; Pantages and Creedon, 1978; Sexton, 1965; Spady, 1970; 
Sunmerskill, 1962; Tinto, 1975). The majority of the studies of student attrition 
have been correlational studies it single institutions, often using follow-up 
.surveys to attempt to establish why students left an institution. More recently, 
beginning with the work of Spady (1970, 1971) and Tinto (1975), theoretical models 
have been advanced to explain the variations in student attrition, and in the 
case of Spady, tested. Both of these models of student attrition were based in 
part on Durkhoim's theory of suicide (19G.1). Hie link between dropping out of 
school and suicide is suggested as a theoretical basis for those models, but thore 
is insufficient evidence for this premise. 
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Ot serious weaknesses characterize the existing studies of student 
attrition. First most studies ignore major bodies of literature, and thus are 
not inclusive in their coverage of the major determinants of student attrition. 
Second, mos; studies do not distinguish between the determinants of student 
attrition (analytic variables) and the correlates of student attrition (demographic 
variables). Hie main problem with these previous models of student attrition 
(Spady, 1970; Tinto^ 1975) lies in the fact that the definition of variables used 
in the analysis reniered the models unsuitable for path analysis. Specifically, 
strict attention was not paid to the recursiveness (directional causality) of the 
theoretical models, nor to the discreteness of the variables. For example, 
Spady' s (1971) definition of "normative congruence n contains five major clusters 
of variables including a student's high school contacts; personality dispositions; 
moral values; attitudes toward the target population; and measures of campus sub- 
cultural orientations. Thus, no conclusions can be reached as to what elements 
of this measure are significant. 

Other writers have decried the lack of theoretical studies about student 
attrition (Knoell, 1960; Pantages and Creedon, 1978). Because many of the past 
attrition studies lacked a theoretical base, and have involved simple correlations 
between dropout and selected student or institutional characteristics, little is 
known about the reasons why a student is likely to leave a particular institution. 
Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to:(l) apply a causal model adapted from employee 
turnover in work organizations to student attrition in IHEs; (2) test the explanatory 
power of this model of student attrition; and (3) to rank order the variables by 
the extent to nil i oh they explain variations in student attrition. For the purposes 
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of this study, student attrition is defined as the cessation of individual student 
membership in ar institution of- higher education. Thus, the perspective of this 
research is that of a single organization. Student attrition is associated with 
membership at a particular institution, rather than membership in IHEs in general. . 

A basic assumption informs this research. It is that student attrition in 
IHEs is analogous to turnover in work organizations. That is, students leave IIIEs 
for reasons similar to those that cause employees to leave work organizations . 
The model of student attrition used in this study is adopted from a model developed 
by Price (1977) of turnover in work organizations. The model of student attrition 
was de\elobed through a review of the literature on turnover in work organizations, 
as well as the past research on student attrition (Bean. 1978). This causal model 
containing four categories of variables was developed through a synthesis of 
research in these two related areas. The model contains the dependent variable, 
dropout; the intervening variables, satisfaction and institutional commitment; 
the organizational determinants; and the background variables. 

ITgure~l and Table 1 About Here 

The causal model of student attrition (Figure 1) is similar to Price's (1977) 
model of employee turnover chiefly in -»hat organizational determinants are 
expected to affect satisfaction, which in turn is expected to influence dropout. 
(See Table 1 for the definition of variables.) Background variables have been 
added to this model to reflect the influences of a student's promt ri dilation 
characteristics on the student's interaction with the organizat ? on. Pay, which 
is viewed as one of the most significant indicators of tumove. in work <M*ganizations 
(Price, 1977) suggested several surrogate measures used in this study. 'Hie first 
of these was university C1PA. Spady (1970, p. 77) considered trades 
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as "extrinsic and are used as tangible resources in the quasi-occupational role- 
playing of the career oriented student in his negotiations for improved 
opportunity for success." Three other surrogate measures for pay were used. 
Development and institutional quality are expected to influence the potential earn 
ing power of a student. Practical value indicates the student's assessment of 
the usefulness of his or her education for getting a job. 

Figure 1 represents the causal relationships between the variables defined 
in Table 1. The arrows represent the direction of the causation, and the sign 
indicates whether there is a positive or negative relationship. This figure 
is a summary of the pro' positions used to construct the model initially. Each 
proposition takes the form: "successively higher (lower) amounts of x (the 
determinant) will likely produce successively higher (lower) amounts of student 
attrition" (Zetterberg, 1965). The assumption is made that the determinants are 
additive and not multiplicative. It is a customary assumption that each of the 
propositions is qualified by the phrase "other things being equal ." The literature 
which supports these propositions is provided elsewhere (Bean, 1978, 1979). 

Basically, the model indicates that the background characteristics of 
students must be taken into account in order to understand their interaction within 
the environment of the IHK. The longitudinal nature of the dropout process has 
been noted by Spady (1970), and Tin to (1975). Next, the student interacts with 
the institution, preceiving objective measures such as grade point average or 
belonging to campus organizations, as well as subjective imasums, such as the 
practical value of the education and the quality of the institution. These 
variables are in turn expect e i to influence the degree to which the student is 
satisfied with the IHK. Thr> level of satisfaction in turn is expected to increase 
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the level of institutional ccnmitmcnt. Institutional conmitRient is seen as leading ••' 
to a decrease in the likelihood that a student will drop out of schoo 1 

It should be indicated here that the model is quite tentative, label 
""causal model" is not meant to imply great sophistication. No model iu the social 
sciences is likely to do away completely with the problem of spuriousness. The 
current model being tested might be considered in the way suggested by Kim (1975). 
If this were actually the causal sequence of the variables, the path coefficients 
indicate the way in which the model works. 
Data Collection 

To test the causal model of student attrition, an instrument was developed, 
. pilot tested, and administered to a freshman composition program at a major mid- 
western university in DeceM>er of 1977. The packets were picked up and returned 
by the instructors of 8S sections which had a total enrollment of ] ,836 students. 
The 1,195 questionnaires returned contained 1,111 of the 2,587 new freshmen at the 
university. The rate of return^ of the questionnaire was about 66 percent; 98 percent 

« 

of the returned questionnaires were usable. A homogenious subsample of 366 males and 
541 fomales was used in the analyses. Control of population homogenity by selection 
was established by the use of five demographic characteristics. These are: ago, 
under 22 years; race, caucasion; citizenship, U.S.; ethnicity, exeludesjChicanos 
and Puerto Ricaus; rnarita 1 status, single. Four organizational variables were also 
controlled by selection: number of semesters enrolled, current semester is the 
student's first; transfer status, transfers were excluded; freshmen status, only 
freshmen (i.e., less than 28 semester hours credit) were included; only fu 11 time 
students, those* enrol lcxl for 12 or more semester hours, wore included. 

The sample is biased toward hij-her ability students. The selected sample 
was composed of '10 percent in the top quart ile ol ACT scores; 40 j>ereent intln 
second quart ile of ACT scores; IS jv-rcent in the* third quart ile of ACT scores; and 
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only 2 percent in the lowest quartile of ACT scores, . ational ACT norms of 1977 
run as follows: top quartile 17 percent, second quartile 28 percent, third 
quartile 26 percent, bottom quartile 29 percent (ACT, 1977). The bott'om quartile 
is clearly under-represented, especially as compared to the national norms. 
Data were collected by means of a questionnaire containing 107 items from 

♦ 

which measures of 28 .variables were obtained. Fifteen indices for variables were 
constructed through the use of factor analysis. Thirteen variables were measured 
through single item indicators. Dropout was- indicated by registration information 
provided by the university registrar in the fall semester of 1978. 
Measurement of the Variables J 

Measures in this section are based on the perceptions by individuals of 
structural concepts such as centralization, psychological concepts such as 
satisfaction, or facts such as ACT scores. Aiken and Ilage (1967) have defended 
the perceptual approach to the measurement of structural concepts. It is assumed 
in this research that students would perceive no strategic advantage in biasing 
their responses to questions requiring factual responses. However, normative 
pressures would suggest that biases would be likely to occur in a positive 
normative direction. For example, dropping out is not desirable behavior^ and the 
extent of this behavior is consistently underestimated* (Astin, 10*"5). Grades, 
which are considered a positive sanction (Davis, 1966), would likely be over- 
estimated. Only the dependent variable was measured from institut.ional records and 
not from student self-reports. 
Validity of the ' foasiures 

Three types o' validity were used in assessing the measures. Hie first is 
content, or face validity. Kerlingor (1973., p. 485) defines content validation as 
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• Wing "guided by the question: Is the substance or content of this measurement" 
representative of the, content or universe of content of the property being moasured? M 
Content validity was assessed in interviews with the students who piloted the 
questionnaire on three occasions, and is assumed for all measures. The second 
type of validity, concurrent validity, involves factor analysis for the creation 
of the indicies used in scoring the variables. The logic of concurrent validity 
is as follows: factor analysis identifies statistical similarities or patterns 
existing in data sets. If these' patterns, or factors, corresiond with the 
questions which theoretically measure a single concept , then concurrent validity is 
established. Hie fifteen indicies produced by factor analysis all reflected 
concepts consistent with expectations, indicating a reasonable degree of concurrent 
validity. Convergent validity is also determined by factor analysis, and is said 
to exist when all the factor loadings for the items in a particular factor are 
relatively high and fairly consistent between • items . As can be seen from Tabh; 2, 
a reasonable amount of convergent validity exists in these measures. 
Reliability of the Measures 

Cronbach's coefficient alphas (Cronbach, 1951) ware computed by SPSS 
subprogram Reliability . Re iability coefficients .measure the amount of error in 
a series " observations of a single event (SPSS, 1977 pp. 60-61). The 
reliability coefficients of the 15 indicies used in this research appear in Table 2. 
None fall below .50 vAiich is recommended by Nunnally (19G7, p. 226) for exploratory 
research. The coefficient average is .75, \riiich is near .80 which Nunnally 
reccmnends for basic research. 
Measuremen t of the V ariables 

Hie results of the measurement of the variables appears in Table 2. A 
detailed discussion of the questionnaire, and the items selected by factor analysis, 
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Tab le 2 About Here 

appear elsewhere (I3ean, 1978). In general, the questions have the format of a 
Likert-like scale, ranging from one to five. For example, "To a very small exten>" 

* 

is scored one and "To a very great extent" is scored five, with intermediate values 
given intermediate scores. It is important to note the lange of values when looking 
at the means and standard deviations, because the number of items included in an 
index influences the size otf these statistics. With the exception of socio- 
economic status, missing cases are not a problem in this research. ,A11 missing 
cases were treated by pair-wise deletion where they existed in the data. It should 
be remembered that the variable "Campus Job" is not an indicator of having a campus 
job. bu+ in reply to the question: "Could you attend the university without a campus 
job?" This is why more than 90 percent of the students responded "yes" to the question. 
Data AmJysis 

Two statistical procedures will be used to analyze the data. The first is 
multiple regression, and the second is path analysis. 

Multiple regression was selected for two key reasons. First, it indicates 

t the net effects of each variable in a regression equation. The net effects, that 

is, the comparative impav-.t of an independent variable on a dependent variable with 

all othei independent variables controlled, shows the relative importance of each 

independent variable in explaining variation in the dependent "triable. Hk ;e 

net effects are called beta weights. f iho second reason for using multiple regression 

is that it provides an assessment of the over all influence of the indojiondent variables 

2 

on the dependent variables. This is the R , or the amount of variance in the 

deixmdcnt variable explained by all the dependent variables working together. The 
2 -2 

adjusted R (R , adjusted for t.he degress of freedom) indicates the total explanatory 
power of tho theoretical model previously developed: Multiple* regression will also 
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identify which variables in the regression equation are statistically significant 
using the F-ratio. The level of significance chosen for this research is p * .05. 
( . 1116 secQnd statistical procedure used in this analysis is referred to as 

path analysis (Heise, 1069; Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973, pp. 305-332; Land, 1909). 
Ibis is an application of multiple regression analysis in conjunction with causal 
theory. Hie causal linkages are posed a P ri6ri and the causal theory developed by 
the researcher. This causal th, ? ry specifies a* ordering among the variables ttat 
reflects the presided structure of the cause-effect linkages. Multiple regression 
" shows the strength and direction of these linkages. As Kerlinger and Pedhazur 
(1973, p. 305) write: ". . . Path analysis is not a method for discovering causes, 
but a method applied to a causal model, f emulated by the researcher on the basis 
of knowledge and theoretical considerations." Iherefore, it is useful in testing- 
theory rather than generating theory. 

Several -assumptions should bo met in order to ur- multiple regression and 
path analysis. The first assumption of multiple aggression is that the relation- 
ship between the variables is additive, not multiplicative: that is, that the 
. variables do not interact, fto interactions were expected: one between satisfaction 
( and opportunity, and the second based on the sex of the subjects, Ihe test for 
interaction effects vrns done by using an ••increase in It 2 to« • and checking the signifi- 
cance of the F-ratio for interaction terns in the regression. 1 

W any increment in R 2 calculation, the multiple R 2 will be used 
The test statistic is an F-ratio in the format of I'MRjj-R 2 )/b/ 

t fof tl l c first "Ok*, a = number of variables in model I, h is the 
number of variables added to model I to net mxlel II, and n = number 
SLT? 8 / S r t lin "T ar,dPe ^^» 1073, p. 70). The equation for 

1& he ""'"plIcativR or "interactive" dnh. "IT aA Tntoration 

thf„ i hCI \ th no ir for the j « ii should be larger 

than for Model I. A .02 increase in th.« U 2 will bo considered signifi- 
cant, as suggested by land (19(50, p. (51). For the K-rMlu n « 0 V > 
will be considered statistically significant . 
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No interaction effect was found for any of the opportunity variables. An 
interaction effect was found, however, between sex and satisfaction. Hecause of 
this discovery in the data, subsequent tests of the assumptions, and the regressions 
involved iu path analysis and testing the model, occur separately for miles and 
females . 

The second assumption is that the relationship between the variables are 
linear. Linearity was tested through the SPSS subprogram Br eakdown . The F-ratio for 
the significance of linearity was compared with the F-ratio for the significance of 
deviation from linearity. Dichotomous variables such as dropout are not tested 
for linearity since relationships with a dichotomous dependent variable are always 
linear. Three non-linear relationships were found, and several strategies were used 
to improve the linearity of these relationships. In the case of goal commitment 
and satisfaction for females, and goal commitment and institutional commitment for 
nules, the linearity o f these relationships could no* o improved, and therefore no 
conclusion should be drawn about these two relationship > based on this study All 
other relationships between variables in the path model were found to be linear. 

The third assumption necessary for multiple regression is that variables 
are measurel on an interval scale. All measures for this study were made on the 
ordinal scale rather th.'in on an interval scale, and thus the asstnption has not 
been mot. Several researchers , including Bohrastedt and Carter (1071), ileise (1909), 
Kim (1975a), and Land (10G9) have demonstrated that multivariate parametric 
statistical techniques can bo used with ordinal level measures. As Rohrnstedt 
and Carter (19". ) conclude, "when one has a variable which is measured at least at 
the ordinal level, parametric statistics not only can be, but. should be applied." 
(p. 132). Tin -re fore, the measures in this studj will bo i- circled as having inlmval 
pmp-rt i**s and will l>e analyzed by multiple regression and path analytic teehnique: 




The fourth assumption, that of independent error terms, cannot be demonstrated 
and will siinply be assumed for the purposes of this research. 

The fifth assumption is that the independent variables are not highly inter- 
correlated (i.e., above .70) (Kerlinger and Pedhazur, 1973, p. 94), which is 
referred to as multicolinearity. As can be seen by examining the intot-correlations 
between the background variables, and between the organizational determinants, which 
appear in Appendix 1, multicolinearity is not a problem in this research. 

Two r.oro assumptions ( are rel event for multiple regression analysis: that the 
error terms have constant various — homoscedastisity — and that the error terms 
are normally distributed (Kim and Kohout, 1975). Both of these conditions are 
assumed for the data. Fortunately, regression analysis is fairly robust (that is, 
unaffected by the violation of these assumptions) and thus the violation of 
either of these assumptions is allowable. 

One final assumption is relevant to path analysis. It is that the model is 
recursive. Recursiveness occurs when there is a one way causal flow between the 
variables in the model (K 'rlinger and Pedhazur, 1973). According to Ijand (1969, 
p. 34), there are two primary sources of information which can be used to support 
the recursiveness of a set of variable;- . One source is the results of existing 
experimental or empirical research. A large body of support for proposi tions 
implicit in the causal model of student attrition have bex)n presented elsewhere 
(Bean, 1978, 1979). The second source ottnes from the theoretical assumptions 
underlying the particular model under investigation. The location of the 
intervening variables based on the work of Price (1977), Spady (1970), mid 
Tinto (1975), greatly substantiates the theoretical assumptions needed for this 
model . Also, the t«tnporal priority of the background variables is in large 
measure undobatable. 
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Resul ts for Multiple Regression 

The uso of path analysis in this study requires the regression of the 
dopendent variable on the background determinants, then on the organizational 
determinants, then on the intervening variable satisfaction, and finally on the 
intervening variable institutional commitment. Second, the intervening variable 
institutional eoumitment must be regressed on the background variables, the 
organizational determinants and the intervening variable satisfaction. Third, 
satisfaction must be regressed on the background determinants arid the organizational 
determinants. Finally, the organizational determinants significantly related to th< 
dependent variable or intervening variables are regressed on the background variables. 
The value given in the parenthesis following a variable in this section is the beta 
weight, or standardized regression coefficient. The sign of the beta weight 
indicates whether the relationships between the independent variable and iho 
dependent variable is positive or negative. The size of the beta weight shifts 
slightly between the regressions in which all variables are included and those in 
which only significant variables are included. This is due either to multieolinoarity 
or to supressor effects (Rosenberg, 1968, pp. 84-105). 

For females , three variables are statistically significant in chaining dropout . 
These were institutional commitment (-.47), institutional quality (.11), and 
routinization (.10) (see Table 3). The relationship for institutional commi tmont 

Table 3 Alxxit Here 

is in the predicted direction, mid is clearly the most significant of ihe tut . ■ y- 
eight variables u]v>n which dropout was regressed. The zero order correlation between 
routinization and dropout is not in the predicted direction. The zero order 
correlation N-twnen institutional quality and dro}y>ut is in th<> predicted direction, 
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(-.11), but the beta weight is not in the predicted direction (JO) Hie zero order 
correlation between all other variables and the dependent variable dropout, are in 
the predated direction with the exception of communication (rules) (r^.04), socio- 
economic statu'; (r= -.06), and performance (r= -.16). The 28 vailablos in this model 
account foi 22 percent of the variance (R 2 =.22) in the dependent variable, dropout. 

For males, four variables are significantly related to the dropout . By the 
absolute magnitude of their beta weights, these are: institutional conrnltment 
(beta weight = -.29), routinization (.15), satisfaction (.14) and communication 
(rules) (-.13) (see Table 4.). Clearly, institutional commitment is again the most 

Table 4 About Here 

important of the variables in predicting dropout. The zero order correlation for 
all the variables with the dependent variable is in the predicted direction except 
for satisfaction (r= -.01), routinization (r= .12), housing (r= -.06), campus 

organizations (r= -.07), socio-economic status (r= -.01). Although the explanatory 

2 -2 
power of the vai ables as measured by the R is 16 percent, the R is only .09. This 

can be accounted for entirely by institutional commitment, with a zero order 
correlation of -.30. 

For both sexes, clearly the most important indicator of dropout is the inter- 
vening variable, institutional cannitment. For miles, this is about twice as 
important as the nearest competitor (routinization) and for females, institutional 
conmitment is mv-e than four and one-half times as important as institutional quality. 
Routinization is a. i significantly related to the dependent variable in both 
instances. However, for females, this influence is opposite tho i-\neetod direction. 
Institutional quality for females although having a zto order correlation in the 
expected direction, had n< i t. efforts of increasing dro|K>ut for wunen. It should be 
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noted that the amount of variance explained for females (fl = .22) is twice the 
amount explained for the males (R = .09). 

Because of the importance of institutional commitment as an intervening variable, 
in the theoretical model, institutional eonmitment was regressed on all variables 
that proceeded it in the model. These results are also provided in Table 3 for 
females and 4 for males. 

For females , nine variables are statistically significant in explaining 
institutional conTnitment . By the absolute magnitude of their beta weights , these 
are: opportunity (transfer) (-.23); satisfaction (.18); institutional quality (.16); 
performance (.13); goal earmitment (.10); practical value (.09); campus job (.08); 
opportunity (job) (-.08); campus organizations ( .09) . All zero order correlations 
for the determinants that are in the predicted direction. The determinants in the 
model account for 34 percent of the variance in the institutional earmitment for 
females (R= .34). 

Four var <ables are significantly related to institutional earmitment for mal^s . 

V 

Jty the absolue value of their beta weights, these were: opportunity (transfer) 

(-.24); institutional quality (.21); development (.15); and corrmunication (rules) 

(-.11). Carmunication (rules) hrd a zero order correlation in the expected direction 

(r^ -.03), but the standardized regressional coeffic ient was not in the expected 

direction (-.11). All zero order correlations for all other organizational 

determinants are in the expected direction. The twenty-seven variables produced 
_2 

a R ~ .22 for institutional commitment . 

Satisfaction w s also considered an important intervening variable in this 
study. For females, eight, variables are significantly related to satis factum. 
These are, by absolute magnit ;do for their beta weights: development (.22); univer- 
sity GPA (.20); perfomm ♦« (-.15); rout inization (-.14); practical value (.14); 
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institutional quality (.11); state resident (.10); and opportunity (home) (-.09). 

All zero order correlations are in the expected direction except for staff /faculty 

relationships (-.01). The R for this regression was .38. 

For males , four variables are significantly related to satisfaction. By the 

absolute magnitude of their beta weights these are routinization (-.23); university 

grades (.14); development (.14); and housing (.13). The direction of the zero order 

correlation between all the organizational determinants and satisfaction were in 

—2 

the expected direction except campus job (-.01). The R for this regression of 
satisfaction on the twenty-six variables is .18. 

It is important to note that satisfaction, which is one of the three most 
inportant variables in expla ning institutional commitment for females, is not 
significantly related to institutional comnitment for males. However, institutional 
quality and 'opportunity (transfer) are significantly related to institutional 
cenmitment • for both males and females. Another major difference between these 
regressions is that 34 percent of the variance in institutional commitment is 
explained for females, and only 22 percent for males. 

Routinization, development, and university GPA are all significantly 
related to satisfaction for both males and females. Perhaps most im])ortant is the fact 
that satisfaction is positively related to institutional ccxrnii tment for females, but not 
significantly related to institutional conmitniont for males. Tho indirect effects of 
satisfaction on dropout (through insti tutional comnitmonO however, mikes satisfaction 
and important intervening variable for females. This deviant finding for sat isfaet ion 
in tne ease of males is not easily explained. As in the ease of the other two 

important variables in this study, for satisfaction, the amount of explained variance 

-2 -° 
for females (H - .'AH) is higher than for males (R .18). 
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Results of Path Analysis 

4g suggested by Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973 p. 1318), the nonsignificant 

variables/with low beta 4 weights were removed from the regression equations for 

Dales aiy£ females with dropout, institutional commitment, and satisfaction as the 

dependent variables. This allows for the development of a nxn*e parsimonious model 

-2 ; 

without loosing explanatory power measured by the R , It also increases the size of 
the standardized regression coefficients for those variables where the value of the 
beta weight would otherwise be decreased due to slight multicolinearity with the 

nonsignificant variables. / 

v 

For females , dropout was regressed on institutional commitment, routinization, and 

institutional quality. In this regression, institutional quality is not significantly 

related to dropout , probably due to supressor effects . The size of the beta weights 

-2 

(used as path coefficients) are seen in Figure 2. The R = .21, and nearly all of 

Figure 2 About Here 

this relationship is due to institutional commitment. Of the eight variables 
Significantly related to institutional commitment in the regression with all variables 
is the equation, all eight of these variables are significantly related to 
institutional conmitment wiien regressed as a group. These eight variables produced 
a K 2 = .34. S atisfaction was regressed on the eight variables significantly related 
to satisfaction in the regression equation with all variables entered, and all the 
variables continued to be significantly related to satisfaction except th • 
variable :.t ate resident. This variable is excluded from the regression, and 
Figure 2 shews the path coef f icients for the seven variables significantly related 

9 

to satisfaction. he IT* .28, is the same as for the regression containing all of the 
variables. 
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Organizational determinants significantly related to either satisfaction, 

institutional commitment, or dropout, wcuv regressed on the five background 

variables: home town size, performance, state resident, socioeconomic status, and 

distance home. Significant paths are shown in tne Figure 2 fdr Females. As one 

can see, of the background variables, only performance is significantly related to 

either of the intervenyig variables or the dependent variable. Also, the only 

organizational determinant with more than .05 of explained variance is university 
-2 

GPA (R » .25). Thus, although these path coefficients are of some interest, with 
the exception of performance, they do not contribute substantially to the under- 
standing of satisfaction, institutional commitment, or dropout. 

For males , dropout was regressed on the four significant variables, plus develop- 
ment, because of its relatively high beta weight. These five variables are sigfrifi- 

-2 

cantly related to dropout with a R = .12. Path coefficients for this regression 

can be seen in Figure 3. Although only four variables are significantly related 

to institutional c-ofmn'tment for males when all variables were entered in the 

regression equation, four additional variables were included because of their 

relatively high beta weights, and all eight were found to be statistically 

significant. By order of the absolute value of their path coefficients (beta 

weights), these are: institutional quality (.27), opportunity to transfer (-.24), 

development (.16), major (area) (.14), performance (.13), distributive justice 

(-.11), communication (rules) (-.11), and eotmiunieation requirements (.10). This 

-2 

regression produced a R = .24. - 

Hie four variables signi f i cantly relate! to satisfaction when all variables are 

in the equation are ah*) significantly rolaNxl by themselves. Howe\<*t . whereas 

-2 -2 
the R ft.rthe regression with all variables in the equation is .18, the R J tor 
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the regression with the four significant variables is only .13. Also, housing 
is positively related to satisfaction (.10), contrary to expectations. 

Again, determinants significantly related to satisfaction, dropout, institutional 
cormiitmont , were regressed on background variables, and. again, the influence of 
performarice~6n university GPA, and directly on institutional caimitment , are the 
only paths worthy of note. Performance alone explains 28 percent of the variance 
in university GPA. 

2 * 

In summary, the R was improved by the deletion of ncn-signif leant variables 
on institutional coninitment for males from (.22^0 .24) and for dropout for males 
.(.09 to .12). In the case of satisfaction for (males, the reduction in the number 
of variables changed the R 2 from (.18 to .13). ler females, the R 2 was substantially 
the same in the trinmed models for uropout (changing from .22 to .21), institutional 
ccranitment (.34 in both cases), and for satisfaction (.28 in both cases). Iherefore, 
the triimed model is tenable for dropout and institutional conrnitment for both 
maler and females, and for satisfaction for females, but not males. 
Discussion 

Before proceeding with the discussion of the final models for males and females, 
it is useful to recall the controls used in the study. To begin with, a single 
class at a single institution was used as the sample, and this control by selection 
eliminated possible confounding variables based on institutional and environmental 
differences. F^cond, the subjects selected for analysis had to conform to the 
following criteria: under 22 years of age, caucasion, U.S. citrons, non-Hb j anie, 
si. gle, first semester, first -tune freshman, not transferred from other institutions. 
Third, the analysis is based upon multiple regression, so that the standardise! 
regression coefficients show the influence of an independent variable upon the 
dependent variable controlling for all ot'i«>r variables in the equation. Also, the 
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path coefficients for variables in a single regression equation are comparable. 
A path coefficient from X^ to the dependent variable of .20, and a path coefficient 
from Xg to the dependent variable of .10, means that Xj 1 >s twice the influence on 
the dependent variable as does X*-,. Path coefficients from regressions of different 
dependent variables on the same set of independent variables, or using different 
samples, are not comparable. 

As can be seen from Figure £, the final model for females differs from the 
causal model (Figure 1) in a ntimber of ways. It should be noted that institutional 
comnitment is the primary variable influencing dropout. This finding, one of 
the most important in this study, is consistent wi,th the previous studies of 
Cpady (1970), and Tinto (1975). It also helps to confirm the causal model presented - 
earlier. Although satisfaction play; an important part in influencing institutional 
coniiiitment , it did not subsume all or even most of the influences from the 
determinants on irstitutional commitment as predicted. Second, the determinants 
borrowed from the causal model of turnover (including rout inizat ion, three 
measures of opportunity (transfer, job, home), the pay surrogate measures of 
development, university GPA, practical value, and institutional quality, along with 
satisfaction) dominate the causal mode''. In addition to these, only campus 
organizations, campus job, and goal conmi tmont were included in the final model . 
Of the background variables, yxjrformaneo is clearly the r.rxst important. 
Besides directly affecting institutional commitment and satisfaction, performance 
also significantly influences six other determinants. 

T^ 10 .fj_nal_ rofjdr! f° r nia b's is also different than expected. Although again, 
institutional oomnitmont is the most significant variable influencing dmpoi t. (by 
itself accounting for nine percent of thoftwelve porcnt of the variance explained 
in dropout), four other variables are significantly related to dropout. A doviant 
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finding is produced for satisfaction, which is positively related to dropout. 
Routinization, development, and university GPA are all related to 
development in the expected direction. Satisfaction, however, is not significantly 
related to institutional camiitment, and therefore, its status as an intervening 
variable for males is in question. This finding was unexpected, especially when 

considered in the context of organizational studies. A similar finding for freshmen 
males, however, was reported in Spady (1971) in his study of University of Qiicago stu- 
dents. Of the determinants of institutional cctimitment derived from the literature 
on turnover, the pay surrogates, development, universit^y GPA, institutional 
quality, distributive justice, opportunity to transfer, routinization, and corrmuni- 
cation (requirements) and (rules), all appear in the final model. However, the 
influence of comnunication (requirements) (-.11) and conmunication (rules) (.10) 
are approximately equal but in opposite directions (with conmuiication (rules) 
being the deviant finding). Only major area, and performance, a background 
variable, influence institutional commitment but are not indicated by Price's 
(1977) model. Performance is the most important variable in explaining university 
GPA, accounting for 25 percent of tl.e variance in university GPA. The other back- 
ground variables contribute little to the understanding of student attrition. 

The difference between the final model for males ar.d for females is pronounced. 
Satisfaction is a significant intervening variable for females, but is not related 
to institutional corranitment in the male model. The male and female models also 
differ in detail in the ' ariables influencing dropouts, but in both cases, 
institutional commitmec is far and above the most important variable in predicting 
dropout. It is also importnnt to note that institutional quality and opportunity 
(transfer) are the two most iniix>rt,ant variables influencing institutional ecranitment 
for males and (excluding satisfaction) the* two most important variables inilu« -tiring 
institutional commitment for females. Finally, in both eases, ix*rformaneo s<-wt; 
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to bo the only important background variable. Other important variables appearing 
in both models are routinization, development , and uniersity GPA. 

The total explanatory power of the final model is predicting dropout is .21 for 
females and .12 for males, as measured by the adjusted R . These findings compare 

» o 

well with the attrition studies of Panos and Astin (1968) (R « .09), Bayer (1968) 

(R 2 = .12), Mehra (1973) (R 2 - .05), and Wegner and Sewell (1970) (R 2 « .09). 

Only Spady (1971) had notably better success in predicting Vreshman attrition with 
2 

an unadjusted R of .31 for males and ".39 for females. Spady's finding might be 

explained in part by the fact that: (a) he used a "continuous" dependent variable, 

scoring students Wio left the institution in the freshman year higher than those that 

left the institution in later years; and (b) he used either of two scoring systems 

for variables, depending on whether the absolute value of 'the deviation from the mean 

2 

or the raw score of the variable produced a -higher R . Although these approaches may 
increase £he explained variance, post-hoc manipulation of data to increase explained 
variance without theoretical support is somewhat suspect. 
Total Causal Effects 

Total causal effects generated by path analytic techniques can be used for 
ranking the impedance of a variable in explaining the variance of a dependent 
variable. The direct, indirect, and total causal effects which the independent 
variables have on a dropout, and the rank order of imjxjrtanee of these independent 
variablesr; are presented in Table 5. Since causal efiVv.ts less than .05 are not 
considered meaningful by many researchers (Land, 1909; KVrlinger and Podhazur, 
1973, p. 318) all values with total effects of less than .05 were omitted from 
these tables. 

Total causal effects are perhaps the best assessment of the ini|vrtanee . >t an 

independent variable in influencing a dependent variable. One of tup weaknesses 

/ 
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of multiple regression by itself is the failure to take into account indirect effects. 
The discussion of the variables which follows will be in terms of total causal effects. 
Discussion of Total Causal Effect s on Dropout for Females 

For females , institutional commitment (total effect - -.47) is, as expected, 

Table 5 About Here 

the most important indicator of dropout . This finding is most important because it 
tends to confirm the placement of institutional carmitment in the model of student 
attrition. Also, it is consistent with Morton's (1958, pp. 475-490) notion of the self- 
fulfilling prophecy. 

The second most important indicator of dropout is performance (total effect » 
-.14). This finding is not surprising in light of the majority of research in the 
area of student attrition. What is interesting to note is that the direct effects 
(-.05) are only about half of the indirect effects (-.09). Thus, although per- 
formance by itself does not significantly influence dropout decisions, the eight 
indirect effects of performance are quite important. University GPA, although 
highly correlated with performance (r=.50), was not ranked among the variables 
producing total causal effects with an absolute value above .05. If performance 
was excluded from the regression, it \ ould te expected that the University grade ' 
point average would increase in significance in the regression equation. The 
third most important variable related to dropout for females was membership in campus 
organizations. This tends to support the hypotheses of Spady (1970) and Tin to 
(1975), who believed that structural integration is one <>i the two most important 
factors influencing of dropout. It is interesting to noto that the zkro order 
correlation between canvas organizations and de •.<>lopment (.18), and can^pus 
organizations and integration (.17), are abut equal, suggesting that membership 
produces both sel f -development and increases social integration. Practical 
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value (total effect - -.11) indicates the extent to which students believe that 
their education will provide access to employment . It is interesting that this 
N s variable is ranked fourth in total causal effects for females, and is not ranked 
for males. This may indicate some new attitudes towards employment. At 
any rate, female students who do not believ. that their education will be useful 
for getting employment are more likely to leave school than female students who 
believe that their education will be useful in getting future employment. The 
fifth most important variable in total causal effects is opportunity (transfer) 
(total effect = .10). This variable is difficult to interpret in its present location 
in the causal model, and may indicate more "intent to transfer" than "opportunity 
to transfer." At any rate, the availability of student role in other IHEs appears 
to be quite important j-« lotermining dropout. 

The sixth most important variable in explaining dropout for females is 
' development, (total effects = -.09). Development was significantly related to 
institutional commitment unt 1 '! satisfaction was entered into the equation, and 
thus in the case of developnxmt , satisfaction behaved as a true intervening variable* 
It was predicted that satisfaction would subsume the significance of all the 
organizational determinants on intent U. leave. Clearly this was not the case. 

Both practical value, ranked fourth in influencing dropout, and development, 
ranked sixth, can be considered as surrogate measures for pay. That is, one may devolop 
skills of use to an employer, insuring future* employment; or one may believe that their 
education will lead to future employment. Pay is ^morally seen as one of the most 
important indicators in turnover in w>rk organizations, and the importance of 
surrogate measures for pay in this study should not go unnoticed. Institutional 
quality, a third surrogate mfjusuro for pay (i.e., the higher the quality of the 




- 24 - 

institution you graduate frun, the more valuable your decree), is significantly 
reflated to dropout, institutional cxrnnitroont, and satisfaction, and the zero order 
correlations were all in the expected directions. However, the beta weight fur 
institutional quality and dropout for "amnios is in the opposite direction of that 
expected, and therefore, the total causa; affects are negligible (.01). Further 
study of this variable should be considered. 

Rout ini vat ion, with total effects of -.08 on dropout, is one of only two 
variables besides institutional commitment which is significantly related to 
dropout in the regression containing all the variables. Therefore, this variable 
bears further investigation. However, repot itiousness for a college student is 
probably much different than repotj tiousness for an assembly line worker. It 
should be noted that routinization was measured by a single question, and ' 
that a strong and reliable factor did not imerge from the three questions intended 
to measure this variable. Since this variable has a significant effect on reducing 
satisfaction, its continued study seems advisable. 

Goal cotmiitmont, (total effects = -.08) is ranked eighth in total causal 
effects on dropout for females. It is surprising that. ihi.. variable did not 
hive a greater influence on dropout . This may be due in part to the di f fieult b-.s in 
establishing a linear relationship lx»twoon these variables. Satisfaction alsM had 
indirect total effects of -.08. Those arc due primarily to the indirect « * 1 1 * •» - 1 
through it: Itutional cottmi tment. . This finding is as expected. Although sat! 
faction ojwrateri as an intervening variable fur several of th«- nmmir.tt i< ma 1 
d< •• nninant:., clearly it did not subsume all n! t in * <•!!'• ct : ..f th«- t!> t « nvt u..:,t 
on itu:t itut it -nal ei«ni tment . It i:; \* traps eurprisin:. t! :! th" in?lu»e«-e . •: 
:.,it t- !.•.• i j, i>i i .»] dro}».ui i'. u >t »■',.?• • i , iMt» , r t\r,u w i. 
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Ccmnunication (rules) (total effects - .07) and centralization (total effects 
* -.07) arc related to dropout contrary to the direction expected. There is a 
possible explanation for this. It is possible that students who know about academic 
and social rules know about them because of infractions, and therefore, are more 
liJkely to leave school because of their difficulty in following these rules. 
Secondly, centralization may be unimportant to first semester freshmen, since they 
do not expect to participate in decision making. Both distributive justice and 
staff/faculty relationships have total effects of equal to a -.06. Both of these 
are in the expected direction, and they are ranked 12th and 13th in total effects. 
It is also surprising, especially in light of the work of Terenzini and Pascarella 
(1976) that the variable staff/faculty relationship was not more important than 
it appears to be from this study. Non-significant findings for integration (having 
close friends) is also surprising. 

Discussion, of Total Causal Effects on Dropout for Males 

For males, institutional corrmitment is also the most important variable related 
to dropout. This finding was expected. Hie zero order correlation (-.30) is much 
smaller than for females (r= -,4G). Although the relationship between institutional 
conmitment and drojxjut for males wr; tk t as strong as for females, this variable is 
nearly twice as important in total effects as is the second most important variable - 
uni\ rsity GPA (total effects ; - -.15). This variable is ranked second in total 
causal effect for males. Its inqwrt'int influence on dropout is not unoxpoc.t ed , 
and the variable is well supported in the literatim*. A deviant finding was 
discovered for satisfaction, the third most, imjmrtant variable in influencing dr«>|\>ut 
for male (total effects •• .14). The finding that satisfaction ts pout ivly related 
> dr«»|»'i f'er male:,- i«, contrary to exp»i l at ion . Oie {«>:;•, ible explanation for this 
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is that males who are very satisfied with being a student , are happy in their 
school, but not studying hard. Further study of this variable ■ eems important, 
especially since satisfaction did not act as an intervening variable between the 
organizational determinants and institutional commitment. Development (total 
effects - -.14), rout i nidation (total effects = .12), and communication (rules) 
(total effects = -.10) are all related to dropout in the expected direction, and 
ranked fourth, fifth and sixth in total effects on dropout for males. Housing 
(total effects « -.08) is also not related to dropout in the expected direction. 

i 

This may be because those students living with their parents around the university 
town may not represent the parents of a typical university student. Other variables, 
for both males and females, failed to have total causal effects above .05. 
Summary 

Five major findings resulted from this study. First, the model tested in this 
research proved useful in the analyzing the process of student attrition. Hie 
determinants in this model accounted for 21 percent of the variance in dropout 
for females, and 12 percent for males. Thus, studies of turnover and work organizations 
are useful in the analysis of student attrition. Second, males and females leave 
the university for different reasons. However, institutional eonmi_mont is the 
n.*?t important variable in explaining drojxnjt for students of Ixith sexes. (>ne 
major difference appears; to be that males leave the university oven though the: are 
satisfied, whet hls females who are satisfied are more committed to the institution 
and are less likely to leave. Third, oviortunity variables, which have not 
received much previous study, are imjx>rtnnt in determining institutional o<miitm»nt. 
Opportunitv (transfer) has the highest path coefficient for those variables 
significantly r««l;»t«'<i to institutional c«*ttai tit* -nt f\.r !<i».*ile>\ and tlie :»•«.•» -ml hijh<..t 
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coefficient for institutional commitment for males. In terms of dropout, opportunity 
(transfer) is ranked fifth for females, but duos not have total causal effects 
above .05 in the case of males. 

• From this study, one may characterize a male student who drops out 
as follows: The student is not committed to the institution; does not have a high 
university GPA, is satisfied with being a student, does not believe that the education 
he is receiving is leading to his development , finds his life repetitive, does not 
know the social and academic rules of the institution well, and may live with his 
parents . 

One may characterize a female dropout as follows: the student is not corrmitted 
to the institution, did not perform well in high school, does not belong to 
campus organizations , does not believe that going to college will lead to employment, 
perceives an opportunity to transfer, does not believe that education leads to 
sel f -development , does not find daily life at college repetitive, is not committed 
to getting a bachelor's degree, is not satisfied with being a student at the 
institution, knows the social and academic rules of the institution, does not 
participate in decision making, does not feel that she is being treated fairly, and 
does not moot with staff and faculty members informally. Although these views of 
the causes of student attrition for males and females may be ovoj '-simp! i f ieri . they 
represent the findings of this study. 
Practical Implication- • 

Based on the results of this study, four roeaunondations are made for mlneim* 1 
student attrition. (1) Mules and females leave universities for different ren.suns. 
Although .institutional oonmi onont is important to lx>th males and f< males, those 
variable's inflowing institutional romnitrnonl differ. Therefore, any prn^mri 
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devised to reduce student attrition should consider these basic differences. 
At most, institutions, %nd in the literature, student attrition is considered a 
unitary concept. (2) The second most important variable for both males and 
females has to do with academic abilities: for females, performance in high 
school; and for males, university GPA. This study then, reconfirms the importance 
of these variables in influencing dropout decisions. (3) An IIJ, should offer 
an educational program which provides the best opportunity for freslimen to feel that 
they are developing personal, intellectual, creative, and inter-personal skills. 
(4) Those associated with a particular HIE should realize that the preceived quality 
of the education the student is receiving is one of the most important variables for 
both males and females in influencing institutional commitment. 
Recommendations for Future Research 

Four recommendations are made for future research on student attrition: 

(1) Samples should be large enough to accommodate the interaction effect based 
on sex. A one-year study ideally would include no fewer than about 500 male and/or 
500 female respondents, 

(2) The causal model of student attrition should be tested on a hetero- 
geneous population of students to see A .f interaction effects exist, based on sex, 
age, race, full-time/part-time status, or other demographic characteristics. 

(3) This model of .student attrition should be tested using students attending 
different types of IHKs. The attrition process rm\ quite different at high and 
low prestige schools, la/ge and small schools, two-year and four-year institutions, 
and at institutions which t.iuphasiy.e research at. the graduate level as opposed to 
teaching at the undergraduate level. 

(4) The structure of the causal mnlel , and Ui» associated methodohij^y used to 
test the model, should guide fur thee studies. Variables \< the model may be added 
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or deleted, but the basic model of background variables, organizational variables, 
and intervening variables, should be retained in attrition studies. Environmental 
variables other than opportunity, for extynple kinship responsibilities, could bo 
added to the model. Personality indicators, which were assumed to be normally 
distributed across the population in this study, may create interaction effects 
or be significant in their own right. These effects also need testing. 

It should be remembered that the causal model tested in this research failed 
to account for about 80 percent of the variance in dropout for females, and. 90 
percent for males. The main task of future researchers will be the identification 
of the missing determinants or the interaction effects which reduce the explained 
variance. It is felt that the main weakness of the model may lie in the area of 
the intervening variables, since satisfaction does not subsume most .of the variance 
between the organizational determinants and the instJ tutional commitment, and in 
the case of males, is not even significantly related to institutional conmitment. 
Other intervening variables which might be of potential value are adjustment to the 
institution, absenteeism, and boredom. The location of institutional conmitment 
in the model, however, is quite satisfactory. 
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TABLE 1 
DEFINITION OF VARIABLES 



VAMAB1.K 



DKFINITION 



Background Variables 



IHjrformance 



Socioeconomic Status 



State Resident 



Distance Home 



Hometown Size 



The degree to which a student has 
demonstrated past academic achievement. 

The degree to* which a student 1 s parents have 
achieved status through occupational level. 

Being a resident of the state where the IHE is 
located. 

Distance to a student 1 s parents 1 home* 

Size of the community where a student spent 
the most time while growing up* 



Organiz a tional Determinants 



Routtnizdtion 



Development 



The degree to which the role of being a student 
is viewed as repetitive. 

The degree to which a student l>elieves that he/she 
is developing as a result of attending the U1K. 



Practical Value 



The degree to which the student perceives that 
his/her education will lead to employment. 



Institutional Qualitv 



The degree to which the IliK is {>oroeived as 
providing a good education. 



Integration 



The degree to which a student participates in 
primary or quasiprimarv relatiot diips (has 
close ii • iuls>. 



I 'nivrrsitx < ;i l A 



The degree t -.•hu -\ a sludenl has demonstrate 
a capability to periorm at the IHK. 



(loal Commitment 



The degree to which obtaining the* bachelor 1 : 
degree Is perceived as Ikmhk im|K>rta" i . 



Communication 
(Requirement si 
(Rules* 



The degree to which information about U-in;: 
a sbulent is viewed as l>eing received. 
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VARIABLE 



PKKINITION 



Organ! zationai Determinants 



Distributive Justice 



The degree to which a student believes ths 
he/site is being treated fairly by the instiU „n; 
i.e., receives rewards and punishments proportional 
to the effort expended in the student role. 



Centralization 



Advisor 



The degree to which a student believes that 
he/she participates in the decision making process. 

The degree to which a student believes that his/her 
advisor is helpful. 



Staff/ Faculty Relationship the amount of informal contacts with faculty 

members. 



Campus Job 



The necessity of having a campus job to stay 
in school. 



Major (Area) 



Major (Certainty) 



The area of one ! s field of study. 

The degree to which a student is certain of what 
he/she is majoring in. 



Housing 



Where a person lives while attending the I UK. 



Campus Organizations 



The numt>er of memberships in campus organizations. 



Opportunity 
(Transfer) 
(Job) 
(Home) 



The degree to which alternative roles (as a student , 
employee, or dependent) exist in the external 
environment. 



Intervenin g Vati;U)h^s 
Satisfaction 



The 1 degree to which l>eing a student h jewed 
positively. 



Institutional Commitment The degree of loyalty toward tnemU't'ship in an 

organization. 



4U 



TABLE 2. MEASUREMENT OF THE VARIABLES. 
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. 58 
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20 
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.45, .51, 


.59, .49 


.62 


8 


20 


17.29 


2 2° 
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Advisor 


4 


.68, .87, 


.94, .86 
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Table 2/ Measurement of the Variables, (continued) 



Housing 



Campus Organizations 



Opportunity (Transfer) 
Opportunity (Job) 
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Socioeconomic Status 



Performance 
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V 

/ 



.83, .74 
.71, .68 



.64, .66 



State Resident 



Distance Home 
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Institution;) I Commitment 



79, .82, .73, .63 



.89, .82, .80 
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Females 

Males 

TOTAL 



DROlWT, FROM REGISTRATION DATA 



Stovers 



•151 
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770 



LI 

83. 1) 
SIV3 

s-1. «i 



I caver s 
( «> 
J34 
107 



with parents =1 .07 
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TABLE 3 



REGRESSION RESULTS FOR DROPOUT, INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT 

AND SATISFACTION FOR FEMALES 
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Advisor 
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15. 


Staff/Faculty Relationship 


-.094 


-.059 


. 120 


010 

• vlv 


21 3 


077 


16. 


Campus Job 


.056 


.073 


.074 


.077* 


-.033 


-. 039 


17. 


Major (Area) 


-. 072 


.029 


.176 


.052 


.066 


.021 


18. 
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-.074 
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.151 


.037 


.083 


-. 010 
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Housing 
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- 006 
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• JvU 






fiO£ 


20. 


Ompus Organizations 
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-.060 


.228 


.085* 


. 199 


.073 
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.144 


-.004 
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-. 035 


22. 


Opportunity (Job) 
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.007 
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-.081* 
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. 001 


23. 


Opportunity (Home) 
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088* 


24. 


Socioeconomic Status 
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Performance 
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.125'* + 
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.001 


.042 


.019 


-. 056 


. 338 


. 085 


28. 


Hometown Size 


. or, 
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TABLE 4 

KKCJttLSSION RESULTS FOU DROPOUT, INSTITUTIONAL COMMITMENT 

AND SATISFACTION FOR MALES 



Dependent Vari al >les 



Institutional 

D ropout Commitment Satisfaction 
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Ilousinrr 
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— Al 1 
— • U 11 


♦ 11 y 




20. 


Campus Organizations 


-.07*) 


-. 034 


.054 


-.018 


.096 


.019 


\ 21. 


Opportunity (Transfer) 


.097 


.012 


-.029 


-.241*** 


-.106 


-. 051 


\22. 


Opportunity (Job) 


.025 


-.014 


-.071 


.046 


-.050 


021 


2$. 


Opportunity (Home) 


-.002 


-.028 


-.094 


.023 


-. 129 


-. 002 


24. 


Socioeconomic Status 


-.007 


-.013 


-.107 


-.038 


-.0G4 


087 


25. 


Performance 


-.096 


.045 


.127 


.119 


. 054 


-. 089 


2C. 


State Resident 


-.004 


. 043 


. 102 


.073 


-.010 


057 


27. 


Distance Home 


.047 


.002 


003 


.007 


-.022 


-. 010 


28. 


Hon*, -town Size 


.005 


.047 


-. 075 


.035 


-. 050 


-. 050 






H 2 


*• .09 
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K 2 


' .18 




(Minimum pair-wise N 
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<^ .01 




• p < 
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TARLE 5 



DECOMPOSITION OF THE TOTAL CAUSAL EFFECTS 
ON DROPOUT FOR FEMALES 





Direct 


Indirect 


Total 




Effects 


Effects 


Effects 


Institutional Commitment 


-.47 




-.47 


performance 


-.05 


-.09 


-.14 


Campus Organizations 


-.06 


-.05 


-.11 


Practical Value 


-.04 


-.07 


-. 11 


Opportunity to Transfer 


.00 


.10 


.10 


Development 


-.06 


-.03 


-.00 


Uoutinization 


-.10 


.02 


-.08 


Goal Commitment 


-.02 


-.06 


-.08 


Satisfaction 


.02 


-. 10 


-.08 


Communication (Rules) 


.08 


-.01 


.07 


Centralization 


-. 07 


.00 


-.07 


Distributive Justice 


-. 06 


.00 


-. 06 


Staff/Faculty Relationship 


-.06 


.00 


-.06 


**************** 


t * * * i 


****** 


****** i 



Rank 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
33 



DECOMPOSITION OF THE TOTAL CAUSAL EFFECTS 
ON DROPOUT FOR MALES 



Institutional Commitment 
University GPA 
Satisfaction 
Development 
Routiniz.r.ion 

Communication (Rules) 
Housing 



Direct 
Ef fects 

-.29 
-.16 

.14 
-.13 

.15 
-.13 
-.09 



Indirect 
Effects 



.01 
.00 
-.01 
-, 03 
% 03 
.01 



Total 
Lfloctn 

-.29 
-.15 

.14 
-.14 

.12 
-.10 
~. 08 



Rank_ 

1 

2 
3 
4 
D 
0 
7 
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APPENDIX 1 
ZERO ORDER CORRELATION MATRDC 
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APPENDIX 1, continued 
ZERO ORDER CORRELATION MATRIX 
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